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In -Theodore Roosevelt, 1907 As Dinesh D'Souza and other cultural commissars falsely proclaim the end of racism, language has become the last refuge to wantonly discriminate with impunity. Often these cultural commissars rely on selective history, as Lou Dobbs, a CNN commentator, astutely quoted Theodore Roosevelt to make the case that to be an American "does not allow for divided loyalties" and that speaking a language other than English is tantamount to disloyalty. Leaving aside the blatant contradictions inherent in Roosevelt's definition of what it means to be an American, what is never interrogated is the undemocratic proposition stating that in order to be, one must stop being. That is, to be an American requires that immigrants commit both cultural and linguistic suicide since, as Roosevelt insisted, "there is no room in this country for hyphenated Americanism" (Crawford, 2004) . In essence, these cultural commissars fail to acknowledge that the requirement to blindly assimilate so that one can become an American represents also a quasi cultural genocide that is designed to enable the dominant cultural group to consolidate its cultural and linguistic hegemony. As correctly pointed out by Amilcar Cabral, the ideal for cultural domination can be reduced to the following: The dominant cultural group (1) liquidates practically all the population of the dominated country, thereby eliminating the possibilities for cultural resistance; or (2) succeeds in imposing itself without damage to the culture of the dominated people-that is, harmonizes economic and political domination of these people with their cultural personality (Cabral, 1973) .
The first strategy was used to a great extent by European colonizers in their quasi-genocide of Native Americans. The second strategy provides the basis for the violent assimilation policies, which differ little from the "imperialist colonial domination [that] tried to create theories which, in fact, are only gross formulations of racism, and which, in practice, are translated into a permanent state of siege on the indigenous populations" (Cabral, 1973) .
In other words, the "melting pot" theory that has been recycled since the beginning of the century and is now used again by the proponents of English-only, or the "progressive assimilation of the native populations [,] . . . turns out to be only a more or less violent attempt to deny the culture [and language] of the people in question" (Cabral, 1973) . It is this racist denial of cultural and linguistic rights that needs to be fully understood in the current language policy debates, instead of allowing it to obfuscate the binaristic position of Americanism versus multiculturalism. The real issue in the language debate is cultural and economic domination and racism. In fact, it is an oxymoron to speak of American democracy and "our common culture" in view of the quasi-apartheid conditions that have predominated in the United States. It is precisely because of the power inherent in language and culture that even liberal scholars such as Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. became concerned that a "cult of ethnicity has arisen both among non-Anglo whites and among nonwhite minorities to denounce the idea of a melting pot, to challenge the concept of 'one people' and to protect, promote, and perpetuate separate ethnic and racial communities" (Schlesinger Jr., 1992 ). Schlesinger's position not only was dishonest but also served to alarm the public regarding what he referred to as the "multiethnic dogma [that] abandons historic purposes, replacing assimilation by fragmentation, integration by separatism. It belittles Unum, and glorifies Pluribus" (Schlesinger Jr., 1992) . A more honest account of history would highlight the fact that African-Americans did not create laws so they could be enslaved; they did not promulgate legislation that made it a crime for them to be educated; nor did they create redlining policies that sentenced them to ghettos and segregated schools and neighborhoods. Unless Arthur Schlesinger was willing to confront the historical truth, his concern for the disuniting of America is yet another veil to mask white-malesupremacy values that place the discriminatory policies in the United States beyond analysis-thus, beyond scrutiny. What Schlesinger failed to recognize was that there was never a "common culture" in which people of all races and cultures equally participated. The United States was founded on a cultural and linguistic hegemony that privileged and assigned control to the white patriarchy and relegated other racial, cultural, and gender groups to a culture of silence.
While the cultural commissars neglect to acknowledge the racist and antidemocratic nature of their hegemonic policies that parade under the rubric of democracy and our "common culture," the pain of these violent racist policies was always felt and denounced, as exemplified by the American-Indians at Wounded Knee:
These questions represent the essence of what it means to be engaged in bilingual pedagogy, and for us bilingualism represents what it means to experience multiple realities by negotiating two languages, two cultures, and the humane meshing of manifold identities that become layered in who we become. It is within this critical spirit and the simple call for our humanity that we want to situate our discussion of the current language policy in the United States.
In addition to our analysis of multiple referenda designed to tonguetie immigrant students in their native languages, we also highlight in this chapter the importance of tensions, contradictions, fears, doubts, hopes, and dreams involved in the process of understanding what it means to learn English. These tensions, contradictions, fears, doubts, hopes, and dreams are never captured in the pragmatism and technicism of the so-called objectivity and accountability of standardized tests currently imposed under the No Child Left Behind federal mandate. Technicism, however, itself is not technical, it is deeply historical. What becomes clear to most students in their struggles to learn English is that standardized tests never create the necessary pedagogical structures that would enable submerged voices to emerge. What the proponents of these tests fail to realize is that cultural voice can never be reduced to a dehumanized "objective" test score.
Unfortunately, cultural voice is never a concern for the positivistic school of thought where number crunching is always given primacy while human aspirations and dreams are usually relegated to the margins of our education. What is particularly interesting is that positivism is always used in the name of "progress." The influence of positivism with its theological rigidity toward "objectivity" is not felt solely through the imposition of the present misguided high stakes testing-its influence has also reached the reading and literacy fields under the veil of "Back to Basics" through, for example, the militarism of the Reading First Program. Behind the raw test scores there is always a human face whose humanity is often sacrificed at the altar of accountability and objectivity. What the proponents of standardized testing in English-only fail to acknowledge is that these tests can never capture the ambivalence of our fractured cultural soul yearning to make meaning out of a bittersweet existence in the undemocratic requirement that in order to be in our democratic society, one must assimilate. That is, one's success is measured by the degree to which one leaves behind one's culture and one's language so they can be frozen in time and space. What proponents of these tests fail to admit is that their scores embellished by the jargon of validity and reliability can never reflect the tensions, contradictions, fears, doubts, hopes, and deferred dreams that are part and parcel of living in a borrowed reality. We say borrowed reality to the degree that no matter how much we attempt to assimilate so as to escape the rap of discrimination, we are always forced to reduce our humanity to clear-cut little boxes as African-Americans, Hispanic-Americans, American-Indians, and worse, as Glória Anzaldúa so painfully reminded us:
Deslenguadas. Somos los del español deficiente, We are your linguistic nightmare, your linguistic aberration, your linguistic mestisaje, the subject of your burla. Because we speak with tongues of fire we are culturally crucified. Racially, culturally and linguistically. Somos húerfanos-we speak an orphan tongue. (Anzaldúa, 1987) The erasure of one's cultural dignity in otherness is best characterized by an existence that is almost culturally schizophrenic-that is, being present and yet not visible, being visible and yet not present. It is a condition that invariably presents itself to the reality of linguistic minority students-the juggling of two worlds, two cultures, and two languages. It is a process unrecognized by test scores and through which we come to know what it means to be at the periphery of the intimate and yet fragile relationship between two cultural worlds where the subordinate cultural being is always required to declare where we come from. We must always fulfill the American cultural need to typecast ethnically so as to devalue other non-American cultural beings. As soon as one opens one's mouth, one is met with the almost automatic "Where are you from" or worse, "What are you?" It is a condition that leads to a pedagogy of entrapment to the degree that it requires of the cultural "other" what the system denies him or her. In other words, as we are asked to assimilate as rapidly as possible into English and the American culture, the same ideology creates obstacles that would make total assimilation impossible. This is in line with Steward Hall's critique of the British colonialism when he discusses what it means to be a Jamaican in England. By substituting British for American, we can obtain the same reality. Although our linguistic minority students are required to be educated in English-only which could enable some of them to know America from the inside, the sad reality is that they will always end up in the same reality as Steward Hall: "I knew [America] from the inside. But I'm not and never will be [American] . I know both places intimately, but I am not wholly of either place. And that's exactly the [immigrant] experience, far away enough to experience the sense of exile and loss, close enough to understand the enigma of an always-postponed 'arrival' " (Morley and Chen, 1996) . This alwayspostponed "arrival" mirrors Langston Hughes' "deferred dream" of African-Americans whose continued subordination and relegation to ghetto life makes a lie of the English-only propositions that education in English-only will guarantee linguistic minority students success in school and access to the high political and economic echelons.
In order to understand the significance of the lie inherent in these false propositions, we need to ask two fundamental questions: First, if English is the most effective language of instruction, how can we explain that 11 million adults are illiterate and some 30 million have "below basic" skills in prose (Feller, 2005) ? Second, if Education in "English only" can guarantee linguistic minority students a better future, as William Bennett and Ron Unz promise, why do the majority of black Americans, whose ancestors have been speaking English for over two hundred years, find themselves still relegated to ghettos? It is the same William Bennett who is now suggesting that "if you wanted to reduce crime, you could abort every black baby in this country, and your crime rate would go down" (Macedo Freire, 2002) .
Against a landscape that gives primacy to test scores in English and methodological fads over the crucial understanding of social construction of concepts in the first place, it is not a coincidence that the multiple referenda designed to impose English as the only language of instruction constitute, in reality, an attempt to turn what had been a de facto into a de jure language policy. True, there was never an official language policy in the United States, but never before, after the civil rights movement, has the legislative narrative been so blatantly exclusionary and racist in terms of languages other than English. Conservatives have made it a "moral" imperative to push for English monolingualism, not only because all other languages have been perceived as threatening the hegemony of English, but also because in the commonsense discourse, knowledge of the English language is equated with the "common good," since, according to the Massachusetts Proposition 2, for instance, [T] he government and the public schools of Massachusetts have a moral obligation and a constitutional duty to provide all of Massachusetts's children, regardless of their ethnicity or national origins, with the skills necessary to become productive members of our society. Of these skills, literacy in the English language is among the most important. Within this framework, the anti-bilingual education initiative owed a large part of its success to the use and dissemination of a commonsense discourse about what constitutes the "common good." Through this discourse, the proposition for abolishing bilingual education programs for linguistic minority students appeared as striving for a common good (that is, proficiency in English). In this respect, the anti-bilingual education initiative positioned English as education in and of itself and used a language of morality and "equality" to justify the need for monolingual classrooms, blatantly rejecting and ignoring years and thousands of pages of research proving the exact opposite. By putting in the forefront of their campaign the concern for linguistic minority students' success and their participation in the American mainstream, opponents of bilingual education managed to manipulate the public discourse about the "common good."
The overcelebration of English as a common global language gains more importance in light of the nonexistent official language policy in the United States. The hegemony of English as a lingua franca is presented as a natural and given fact that allows no space for questioning. In this way, commonsense discourse works to manipulate public opinion into embracing an idea of a common language that necessarily excludes from the debate all the "uncommon languages." The construction of "commonality" as exclusion finds its justification in the discourse of common sense. Common sense needs to be understood in conjunction with the thinking of Antonio Gramsci; It is "the conception of the world which is uncritically absorbed by the various social and cultural environments in which the moral individuality of the average man is developed" (Gramsci, 1971) . He insists that common sense is not a single unique conception that is identical in time and space, in that it evolves and changes in each historical/social/cultural or geographical locus. Its most fundamental characteristic is that "it is a conception which, even in the brain of one individual, is fragmentary, incoherent and inconsequential, in conformity with the social and cultural position of those masses whose philosophy it is" (Gramsci, 1971) .
One of the reasons the language of common sense appears to be natural and true is that it has been dehistoricized. While discourses are necessarily historical since they are constructed and shaped in different spatiotemporal contexts, the current debate on bilingual education in the United States conveniently leaves out the inextricable relation between language and culture. As a result, it erases a long history of immigration, bilingualism, linguistic oppression, and racism and reduces the issue to simply "teaching English." While this discourse closes down the discussion and analysis vital to the continued existence of any democracy, it also robs people of any opportunity to shed light on their personal civic role to such a degree that they embrace it with the utmost faithfulness and respect, as an absolute "fact of nature." If common sense is the assimilation of the dominant ideology to the degree that it seems natural and is uncritically believed, then the discourse of common sense used by the dominant order can be understood as the uses of language as a form of social practice that work to neutralize language and therefore the ensuing practices, institutions, assumptions, and presuppositions. All this is shaped through historical, social, cultural, and ideological practices that, in the case of common sense, are either erased or invisible, making the discourse of common sense a powerful tool to justify policies, political decisions, and practices that are largely designated to oppress, stupidify, and block dissent. Therefore, people not only embrace this commonsensical discourse but, at the same time, they create, recreate, and redefine it. Along these lines, the selection of a specific discourse around the AQ: Can this semicolon be changed to a end period?
worth of languages other than English does not allow any possibility for interrogation, which might lead to the opening up of debate. In other words, instead of viewing the increasing influx of immigrants and the challenges this poses to education as containing the possibility for developing multiple referents for understanding, developing and implementing more inclusive curricula, valorizing the students' identities, and increasing their access to cultural and economic goods, conservative scholars and policy-makers recoil into a fixed monolingual space where the existence of any other language presents a permanent threat to standard English. In the dominant public discourse the assumption is that English is our "common language" and that it is being threatened. Samuel Huntington is blunt in his apocalyptic rhetoric. He claims that "immigrants, especially those from Mexico, are undermining the 'Anglo-Protestant creed,' destroying the shared identity that makes us Americans. These immigrants do so by refusing to assimilate, to learn English, and to become American citizens and by maintaining a segregated society centered on un-American values." Huntington insists that, if Mexican-Americans learn English but maintain Spanish as their second language, it is an indication that they are refusing to become good Americans (Etzioni, 2004) . Within this framework, language cannot be seen as only a neutral tool for communication. It must be viewed as the only means through which learners make sense of their world and transform it in the process of meaning-making. In the meaning-making process, both subordinate students and their teachers need to know that standard English is "the oppressor's language yet I need it to talk to you" (hooks, 1994). As bell hooks so painfully understands, standard English "is the language of conquest and domination . . . it is the mask which hides the loss of so many tongues, all those sounds of diverse, native communities we will never hear" (hooks, 1994) .
In the following sections we will discuss how language policy in the United States, which has largely promoted monolingualism, has given rise to different English-only movements across America. We will also attempt to analyze the hidden agenda behind the anti-bilingual education proponents' discourse.
L P  E-O M   U S
It often comes as a surprise that in the United States there is no official language policy. The commonsense assumption is that English is the official language, although this has never been officially legislated. In this respect, by consistently avoiding legislating an official language policy, regulated by legal and constitutional declaration, the United States has been the envy of many nations that aggressively reinforce language use within their borders through explicit policies designed to protect the "purity" and "integrity" of the national language. Even without a rigid policy, the United States has managed to achieve such a high level of monolingualism that speaking a language other than English constitutes a real liability. American monolingualism is part and parcel of an assimilationist ideology that decimated the American indigenous languages as well as the many languages brought to this shore by various waves of immigrants. As the mainstream culture felt threatened by the presence of multiple languages, which were perceived as competing with English, the reaction by the media, educational institutions, and government agencies was to launch periodic assaults on languages other than English. This was the case with American-Indian languages during the colonial period and German during the two world wars. This covert assimilationist policy in the United States has been so successful in the creation of an ever-increasing linguistic xenophobia that most educators, including critical educators, have either blindly embraced the dominant assimilationist ideology or have remained ambivalent with respect to the worth of languages other than English. The assumption that English is a more viable and pedagogically suitable language than others has completely permeated U.S. educational discourse. Opponents of bilingual education, conservative educators, and advocates of movements that support national and linguistic homogeneity and assimilation, assign to language a mechanistic, technical character. Within this technical perspective, they propose the adoption of English-only instruction as a remedy for the so-called "failure" of linguistic minority students. However, what they fail to see is that language as a social practice shapes human existence in a dual way. For one, it affects the way humans are perceived through their language. Second, individuals develop discourses, that is, systems of communication shaped through historical, social, cultural, and ideological practices, which can work to either confirm or deny the life histories and experiences of the people who use them. Therefore, the claim that English fluency as a simple skill will come in monolingual classrooms is very much part of a commonsense discourse that, under the pretence of the "common good," veils inevitable exclusions. In this respect, this proposition is hegemonic in that a group of people has been able to define what the common good is and it has imposed this monolithic view by privileging some meanings over others (Mouffe, 1999) .
Another issue worth analyzing in the anti-bilingual education initiative is the promise of a better life that will come from becoming fluent in English. According to the same petition, "[I]mmigrant parents are eager to have their children become fluent and literate in English, thereby allowing them to fully participate in the American Dream of economic and social advancement." Through the proposition that the English language is a passport that gives access to the higher cultural, political, and economic echelons of U.S. society, opponents of bilingual education attempt to hide their ongoing cultural invasion of other groups. Learning standard English will not iron out social stratification, racism, and xenophobia. Nevertheless, under the "naivete" pretext and the notion that language exists in a vacuum, conservative educators continue to disarticulate language from its social and ideological context by conveniently ignoring the facts discussed below.
The real context of the debate has nothing to do with language itself, but with what language carries in terms of cultural and economic goods. As Bhabha reminds us, the problem of cultural difference is produced when there is some particular issue about the redistribution of goods between cultures, or the funding of cultures, or the emergence of minorities or immigrants in a situation of resources-where resource allocation has to go-or the construction of schools and the decision about whether the school should be bilingual or trilingual or whatever. (Bhabha, 1999) If Bhabha is correct, then linguists, educators, and policy-makers need to move beyond the notion that language is a "treasure," a common possession-what Bourdieu called "the illusion of linguistic communism" (Bourdieu, 1999) . The existence of a common language, a "code" open to use by everybody and equally accessible to all-as assumed by proponents of the English-only movement-is illusionary. This assumption begs the question of why, from a sea of languages, "dialects," "standards," and "varieties," standard English emerged as the most appropriate and viable tool of institutional communication. Application of the simple theorem that "language is identified with its speakers" would require that we find native speakers of standard English, identify them, and analyze their "mother tongue." I believe it would be fair to say that no American is a native speaker of "Harvard English," and definitely no French person has the discourse of the Académie Française as his or her "mother tongue." If mastery of standard English is a prerequisite for enjoying the "common culture," we first need to clarify what kind of standard English we are to teach and thus to speak.
This statement seems to contradict itself, as some would argue that there are not many kinds of standard English. Standard English would literally be "clear" English, sterilized from any "familiarity," "jargons," or "unacceptable" forms that "dialects" often use, the kind of English used in the "Great Books." In addition, the existence and use of a "colorless and odorless" sterilized code implies that language is dehistoricized and that we, as humans, have no obvious markers of identity (such as ethnicity, culture, race, class, gender, or sexual orientation) reflected and refracted through our language. A more honest definition would address the following questions: "Who speaks the standard?" "Who has access to it?" "Where does one develop this particular discourse and through what process does one access apprenticeship in a particular discourse?"
In this context it is not an exaggeration to speak about linguistic hegemony to the extent that the development of a normative discourse through standard English naturalizes, for instance, ideologies and practices that are connected to white supremacy, racism, and oppression. According to Fairclough, "naturalized discourse conventions are a most effective mechanism for sustaining and reproducing cultural and ideological dimensions of hegemony" (Fairclough, 1995) .
As we have suggested, the existence of a common language also implies the existence of a common culture. Conversely, any reference to a common culture must also imply the existence of an uncommon culture. What supporters of the English-only movement and opponents of bilingual education wish to achieve through the imposition of a "common culture" is the creation of a de facto silent majority. Since language is so intertwined with culture, any call for a "common culture" must invariably require the existence of a "common language."
In fact, the English-only proponents' imposition of standard English as the only viable vehicle of communication in our society's institutional and civic life, under the rubric of our "common language," inevitably leads to the "tongue-tying of America." This "tongue-tying" aids the conservative attempt to reproduce dominant cultural values by insisting, on one hand, on ever-present, collective myths that present a diverse origin, a diverse past, and diverse ancestors, and, on the other, on a common mother tongue and a necessary common, homogeneous, and indivisible future (Memmi, 1996) . In general, movements that claim to promote ethnic, linguistic, and cultural integrity attempt, in reality, to impose cultural domination through linguistic domination under the guise of an assimilative and let's-live-all-together-happily model. This process invariably becomes a form of stealing one's language, which is like stealing one's history, one's culture, one's own life. As Ngugi Wa'Thiongo so clearly points out:
Communication between human beings is the basis and process of evolving culture. Values are the basis of people's identity, their sense of particularity as members of the human race. All this is carried by language. Language as culture is the collective memory bank of a people's experience in history. Culture is almost indistinguishable from the language that makes possible its genesis, growth, banking, articulation, and indeed its transmission from one generation to the next. (Wa'Thiongo, 1996) Hence, the proposition "common culture" is a euphemism that has been used to describe the imposition of Western dominant culture in order to eliminate, degrade, and devalue anything different. It is a process through which the dominant social groups attempt to achieve cultural hegemony by imposing a mythical "common language." In turn, language is often used by the dominant groups as a manipulative tool to achieve hegemonic control. As a result, the current debate over bilingual education has very little to do with language per se. The real issue that undergirds the English-only movements is the economic, social, and political control of a largely subordinate majority by a dominant minority, which no longer fits the profile of what it means to be part of "our common culture" and to speak "our common language."
The English-only movements' call for a "common language" does more than hide a pernicious social and cultural agenda. It is also part of an attempt to reorganize a "cultural hegemony," as evidenced by the unrelenting attack of conservative educators on multicultural education and curriculum diversity. The assault by conservatives on the multiplicity of languages spoken in the United States is part of the dominant cultural agenda to both promote a monolithic ideology and to eradicate any and all forms of cultural expression that do not conform to the promoted monolithic ideology.
What becomes clear in our discussion so far, is that the current bilingual education debate has very little to do with teaching or not teaching English to non-English-speakers. The real issue has a great deal more to do with the hegemonic forces that aggressively want to maintain the present asymmetry in the distribution of cultural and economic goods.
T Q  L: O  D S
The current debate about whether English is the most viable medium of instruction and the ongoing attack on bilingual education programs points to American society's growing intolerance of the "other." The inability to deconstruct the conservative commonsense discourse further signals the growing indifference for the affairs of the polis that are now left in the hands of lobbyists and interest groups. People stop asking questions about the nature of the system that is imposed on them because they begin to perceive such imposition as common sense, a fact of nature. The attack on bilingual education further denies immigrant children a basic human and civil right, namely, the right to learn in their native language. According to Article 29 of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of a Child (1989) , "the education of the child should be directed to [. . .] the development of respect for the child's parents, his or her own cultural identity, language and values, for the national values of the country in which the child is living, the country from which he or she may originate, and for civilizations different from his or her own." Along the same lines, Article 30 states that "a child belonging to an [ethnic, religious, or linguistic minority] should not be denied the right [. . .] to use his or her own language." Access to education in one's native language should be intimately connected with the question of democratic practices. No doubt, immigrant learners need to learn the language of the host country, but this should happen in a way that will enable them to not only read the word but also the world. It is the oppressor's language, as bell hooks suggests, a language of conquest and domination, a weapon that can shame, humiliate, and colonize, silence and censor, yet "I need it to talk to you (hooks, 1994) ." In this respect, how will the power of the word redefine the power in the world? How does one redefine and/or reinvent the oppressor's language? How do we make it a counter-hegemonic discourse? The reappropriation of the language of the oppressor together with preserving our native tongues should come along with the redistribution of wealth and power in the U.S. society. This means equal participation of immigrants to the U.S. society, educational opportunities and resources, a sense of citizenship that they belong here as well, opportunities for involvement in public affairs, and representation in the government and other sectors of public life. It also means that the teaching of English should come with an understanding of what the hegemonic language carries with it and how it can be used to oppress and empower at the same time. Accordingly, the educational dimension of English has to bear relevance to students' lives and histories today. Learning English should move beyond the teaching of grammar and language skills, to encourage students to raise critical questions about their own social, cultural, and historical location. In this sense, English will work in more directions than simply translating meanings from one language to the other. It will enable students as members of traditionally oppressed and marginalized groups to translate their private troubles into public issues. No individual or social, cultural, or ethnic groups can start the struggle for self-affirmation without the use of their native language (Freire, 1995) . For oppressed and marginalized groups the need for self-determination is crucial in the shaping and reshaping of their identities as they struggle to negotiate the new realities of the host country and to position themselves in the distribution of cultural and economic goods.
At the same time, public discourse around the issue of educating linguistic minority students should switch terrain to include questions about access to cultural, social, and economic goods, language hierarchies, ideology, and power. The consensus around language that English-only proponents profess is hypocritical and undermines the very foundations of democracy. Beyond the important issue of denying linguistic minority students their human rights, the commonsense discourse perpetuates economic and social inequalities. The "common language" argument necessarily situates many other languages in the periphery and obviously fails to question the hegemony of English worldwide as well as the privileges of those who have access to it. This happens largely because conservative ideologies have been legitimized and disseminated through a well-organized network of diffusion that has succeeded in presenting monolingualism as the inevitable "common good." Consequently, there is a vital need to break the continuity and consensus of common sense that currently dominates the language debate in the United States. This is particularly important given that the struggle takes place in schools that are deeply political spaces. In these pedagogical spaces students should be able to understand how power works within educational institutions to legitimize some languages and some forms of knowledge, namely, Westernized knowledge, at the expense of other subjugated knowledges, histories, identities, and discourses. They will be able to treat knowledge as a contested field and as part of a project of politics and emancipation.
Ultimately, as we have attempted to demonstrate, the question of language is a deeply political one and it should always be understood in relation to economic, social, and cultural hierarchies. June Jordan's comments are a propos here:
I am talking about majority problems of language in a democratic state, problems of a currency that someone has stolen and hidden away and then homogenized into an official "English" language that can only express non-events involving nobody responsible, or lies. If we lived in a democratic state our language would have to hurtle, fly, curse, and sing, in all the common American names, all the undeniable and representative participating voices of everybody here. We would not tolerate the language of the powerful and, thereby, lose all respect for words, per se. We would make our language conform to the truth of our many selves and we would make our language lead us into the equality of power that a democratic state must represent. (hooks, 1994) N Some parts of this chapter were published elsewhere in earlier publications.
